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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has perfed a validation of the “Biogas CDM

Project of Bagepalli Coolie Sangha” in India.Thelidation was performed on the basis of
UNFCCC criteria for the Clean Development Mechanamd host Party criteria, as well as
criteria given to provide for consistent projectavations, monitoring and reporting.

The review of the project design documentationthedsubsequent follow-up interviews have
provided DNV with sufficient evidence to deterntimefulfilment of stated criteria.

The host Party India fulfils all the participatioeriteria and has approved the project and
authorized the project participants. The DNA ofitndas confirmed that the project assists in
achieving sustainable development /2/.

The project correctly applies the approved smalkhlscmethodologies, AMS-I.LE version
01”Switch from Non — renewable biomass for the itidr applications by the user* and
AMS-I.C version 13 “Thermal energy for with or vatlt electricity”.

By using biogas units, the project displaces the afsnon renewable biomass fire wood and
fossil fuel kerosene as a fuel for cooking and inggburpose, thereby resulting in reductions
of CO, emissions that are real, measurable and give l@mm benefits to the mitigation of

climate change. It has been demonstrated that thgegt is not a likely baseline scenario.

Emission reductions attributable to the project &ence additional to any that would occur
in the absence of the project activity.

Adequate training and monitoring procedures haverbeefined in the project design
document. The adequate implementation of samdevilerified during the verification.

The total emission reductions from the project estimated to be on the average 42 855 t
CO.lyear over the selected 7 year renewable credifpegiod. The emission reduction
forecast has been checked, and it is deemed likalythe stated amount will be achieved
given that the underlying assumptions do not change

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the “Biogas ®IProject of Bagepalli Coolie Sangha”
in India”, as described in the PDD version 6 dat2d August 2009, meets all relevant
UNFCCC requirements for the CDM and all relevantsh&arty criteria and correctly
applies the baseline and monitoring methodologietSA.E, version 01 and AMS-I.C version
13. DNV thus requests the registration of the pioges a CDM project activity.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Bagepalli Coolie Sanghhas commissioned Det Norske Veritas Certificaédh (DNV) to
perform a validation of theBiogas CDM Project of Bagepalli Coolie Sangha”India. This
report summarises the findings of the validationtted project, performed on the basis of
UNFCCC criteria for the CDM, as well as criteriavgn to provide for consistent project
operations, monitoring and reporting. UNFCCC criterefer to Article 12 of the Kyoto
Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures, tingpfied modalities and procedures for
small-scale CDM project activities and the subsatuiecisions by the CDM Executive
Board.

2.1 Objective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepentterd party assess the project design. In
particular, the project's baseline, monitoring pland the project’'s compliance with relevant
UNFCCC and host Party criteria are validated ineotid confirm that the project design, as
documented, is sound and reasonable and meetsdéméified criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all CDM projects and is seen asess@ry to provide assurance to
stakeholders of the quality of the project andintended generation of certified emission
reductions (CERS).

2.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independahtohjective review of the project design
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against thega stated in Article 12 of the Kyoto
Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures as eafjiie the Marrakech Accords, the
simplified modalities and procedures for small-ec@DM project activities and the relevant
decisions by the CDM Executive Board, including @qgproved baseline and monitoring
methodologies AMS-1.E and AMS-I.C.

The validation is not meant to provide any conaglttowards the project participants.
However, stated requests for clarifications andfmrective actions may have provided input
for improvement of the project design.
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3 METHODOLOGY
The validation consisted of the following three pbst

a desk review of the project design documents
follow-up interviews with project stakeholders
the resolution of outstanding issues and tiseidgce of the final validation report and

opinion.
The following sections outline each step in moreitle

3.1 Desk Review of the Project Design Documentation
The following table lists the documentation thasweviewed during the validation:

11/

121
13/

141

/5]

16/

171

18/

19/

110/

111/

Bagepalli Coolie Sangha, PDD for “Biogas CDMject of Bagepalli Coolie Sangha”
,Version 01, dated 10 April 2008

Version 02, dated 29 September 2008

Version 03, dated 210ctober 2008

Version 04, dated 28 November 2008

Version 05, dated 12 February 2009

Version 06, dated 27 August 2009

YVVVYYY

Letter of approval from DNA of India dated 2@&mber 2008

CDM Executive BoardClean development mechanisfalidation and Verification
Manual (Version 01)

CDM Executive Board, Switch from Non — renewalbiomass for the thermal
applications by the user - AMS-I.E - version 01, EB

CDM Executive Board, Thermal energy for therusigh or without electricity - AMS |
C - Version 13 - EB 38

Development of Sectoral CDM Project: A Cased$tior Small Scale Biogas Project —
http://www.snm.nl/pdf/0500 2.1 development of sesdtacdm_project _background
paper.pdf

Ramachandra, T.V., Vamshee Krishna S and ShiBti. - 2005. Decision support
system for regional domestic energy planning. Jaluof Scientific and Industrial
Research. Vol 64, pp 163-174.

T.V. Ramachandra and G.R. Rao - 2005. InveigryMapping and Monitoring of
Bio-resources using GIS and Remote Sensing. In:sf@l Technology for
Developmental Planning. Eds. SM Ramasamy, CJ KumataPalanivel and Bhoop
Singh. pp 49-76.

FSI, 2008. State of Forest Report 2005. Forgatvey of India, Ministry of
Environment and Forests, Government of India, Demma

FSI, 1989. Report on wood consumption studyatar District, Karnataka. Forest
Survey of India, Southern Zone, Bangalore, Ministfy Environment and Forests,
Department of Environment, Forests and Wildlife v&mment of India

Dabrase, P.S and Ramachandra, T.V. (200@grated Renewable Energy System -
Perspectives and Issues. Millennium Internationahf€rence on Renewable Energy
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Technologies, IIT, Chennai.

/12/  Annual Report, 2006-07. Ministry of New andnRwable Energy. Government of
India. http://mnes.nic.in/fannualreport/ 2006_2007glish/HTML/ch4_pgl.htm

/13/  Shubhashis Gangopadhyay, Bharat RamaswamlVédimda Wadhwa. 2005. Reducing
subsidies on household fuels in India

/14/  Ministry of Non-Conventional Energy Sources, ov@rnment of India,
http://mnes.nic.in/booklets/Book1-e.pdf

/15/  Annual Reports, Rural Development & Panchdyaj Department, Government of
Karnataka, 2003 to 2008

/16/  Evaluation Study On National Project on Bio@es/elopment, Programme Evaluation
Organisation Planning Commission, Government oiandew Delhi, 2002

/17/  Usha Rao, K and Ravindanath, N.H.2002. Pdlittbeovercome batrriers to the spread of
bioenergy technologies in India. Energy for Susthia Development | Volume VI No.
3l September 2002

/18/  Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) notifica of the Ministry of Environment
and Forest, Government of India, 2006 - http://enwvic.in/

/19/  Loan rejection letters from
- Pragathi gramin bank, Gudibanda — 03 June 2008
- Canara Bank , Bagepalli — 05 June 2008
- Canara bank,Chintamani — 07 June 2008

/20/  Board resolution letter for CDM considerataated — 03 March 2008.

[21]  Soft copy of the Emission Reduction calculasisheet.
Soft copy of Baseline calculations sheet.

[22/  IPPCC default values 2006 - http://www.ipcc-nggjps.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol5.html

123/ » Soft copy of List of 18000 families and villages.

» Soft copies of List of registered project actiwillages ( Velcan energy and
Adats).

/24/  CDM Executive Board, Guidelines for CDM coresigtion, EB 41 annex 46

125/  Copies of Stake holders meeting conductetifiarent villages — April 2008

[26/  Copy of News paper announcement for invitingnments from the stake holders

[27]  NSSO 2007. Energy Sources of Indian HouseHold§ooking and Lighting, 2004-05
National Sample Survey Organisation Ministry oftStacs and Programme
Implementation Government of India, 2007.

/28]  Housing Profile. Karnataka State. Census diainGovernment of India. 2001.

/29/  http://lwww.pcra.org/English/ogcf/auditesco.htm

130/ Soft copy of Bagepalli Coolie Sangtkarel wood and Kerosene data survey

/31/  Shaikh et al., Barriers to dissemination afengable energy technologies for cooking.
Centre for Energy Studies, Indian Institute of Trembgy, Delhi, Hauz Khas, New
Delhi 110 016, India.

/32/  N. H. Ravindranath and D. O. Hall. 1995. BiesieEnergy, and Environment: A
Developing Country Perspective from India, Oxfondivérsity Press.

/33/  Biogas Technology — New age Internationall(R)ited, Publishers — B.T Nijaguna

2002
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134/  http://www.solutionexchange-un.net.in/environmenpablic/cr-se-wes-18070601-
public.pdf

135/ http://www.techno-preneur.net/technology/N@ekinologies/Energy/biogas.htm
136/ http://chikballapur.nic.in/district_profile.html

137/ Ministry of Environment and Forests, Governmeningiia. Forest Survey of India
1996:Demand and supply of fuel wood, timber and foddéndia

Main changes between the version of the PDD puddisfor the 30 days stakeholder
commenting period and the final version of the Pfibmitted for registration:

» Changes related to the responses provided toAlRs@nd CLs identified in the
DNV’s draft validation report.

» The ER calculations have been changed with praggyating documents.

» The investment analysis is replaced by investmanidy and other barriers.

3.2 Follow-up Interviews with Project Stakeholders

On 27 June 2008, DNV conducted a site visit todpadji taluk of Chikkaballapur district
approximately 200 households, selected at randoere wisited and interviews were
conducted to resolve the issues identified dufiregdesk review. The site visit was conducted
by NIKESH R S from DNV Bangalore. RepresentativeMés Bagepalli Coolie Sangha, M/s
ADATS and M/s Velcan Energy were interviewed.

Date Name Organization Topic
/37 2008- 06-27 Mr. M/s Bagepalli > CDM consideration
VenkatanarasappaCoolie Sangha » Start date of Project
Mr.Ram Estaves M/s ADATS » Site visit for baseline
(kerosene and fuel
Dr. Sudha M/s Velcan wood consumption)
Padmanabha Energy > Baseline calculations
» Resources, training,
procedures.
» Interaction with
stakeholders and

families involved in the
project activity

3.3 Resolution of Outstanding Issues

The objective of this phase of the validation was@solve any outstanding issues which
needed be clarified prior to DNV’s positive condtus on the project design. In order to
ensure transparency a validation protocol was oustxl for the project. The protocol shows
in a transparent manner the criteria (requirementgpns of verification and the results from
validating the identified criteria. The validatipnotocol serves the following purposes:

e It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@n€DM project is expected to meet;
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* It ensures a transparent validation process whegevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated anddseltrof the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tablebe Tifferent columns in these tables are
described in the figure below. The completed vaidta protocol for the Biogas CDM
Project of Bagepalli coolie sangh#& enclosed in Appendix A to this report.

Findings established during the validation canegithe seen as a non-fulfilment of CDM
criteria or where a risk to the fulfilment of projeobjectives is identified. Corrective action
requests (CAR) are issued, where:

) mistakes have been made with a direct influenceroject results;

i) CDM and/or methodology specific requirements hastebeen met; or

i) there is a risk that the project would not be ateépps a CDM project or that
emission reductions will not be certified.

A request for clarification (CL) may be used whadglitional information is needed to fully
clarify an issue.

The project has undergone a minor clarificationguest, addressing issues related to the
nationally approved survey method selected for gheposed project activity as per the

requirement of the methodology. Upon the minor itiGation request, the PDD and the

validation report have been updated to incorpdratesurvey method practiced by Ministry of

Environment and Forest. This final validation rdp® based on revised project design

document; version 06 dated 27 August 2009.
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirements for CDM Project Activities

Requirement Reference Conclusion
The requirements the Gives reference to the This is either acceptable based on evidence prdyid&), a
project must meet. legislation or Corrective Action Request (CAR)of risk or non-compliance

agreement where the
requirement is found,

with stated requirements or a request @arification (CL)
where further clarifications are needed.

Validation Protocol Table 2: Requirement checklist

Checklist Question Reference Means of Comment Draft and/or Final
verification (MoV) Conclusion
The various Gives Explains how The section is This is either acceptable
requirements in Table 2 | reference to | conformance with | used to elaborate| based on evidence
are linked to checklist | documents | the checklist and discuss the | provided OK), or a
guestions the project where the question is checklist question| corrective action request
should meet. The answer to investigated. and/or the (CAR) due to non-
checklist is organised in| the checklist | Examples of meang conformance to | compliance with the
different sections, question or | of verification are | the question. Itis | checklist question (See
following the logic of the| item is document review | further used to below). A request for
large-scale PDD found. (DR) or interview | explain the clarification (CL) is used
template, version 03 - in (I). N/A means not | conclusions when the validation team
effect as of: 28 July applicable. reached. has identified a need for
2006. Each section is further clarification.
then further sub-divided.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Draft report clarifications
and corrective action
requests

Ref. to checklist
question in table 2

Summary of project
owner response

Validation conclusion

If the conclusions from th
draft Validation are either
a CAR or a CL, these
should be listed in this
section.

> Reference to the
checklist question
number in Table 2
where the CAR or CL g
explained.

The responses given by
the project participants
during the

5 communications with the
validation team should
be summarised in this
section.

This section should summari
the validation team’s
responses and final
conclusions. The conclusions
should also be included in
Table 2, under “Final
Conclusion”.

Figure 1 Validation protocol tables
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3.4 Internal Quality Control

The draft validation report including the initiabhdation findings underwent a technical
review before being submitted to the project pgudints. The final validation report
underwent another technical review before requgstegistration of the project activity. The
technical reviews were performed by a technicalienggr qualified in accordance with
DNV’s qualification scheme for CDM validation andnfication.

3.5 Validation Team

Type of involvement
g X
g S |,
g 5|2
g | = s |18
s l=|2 |2 |8 |=
el | |2 |2 ¢
Count |3 |2 | 8 815 |8
Role/Qualification | Last Name First Name | ry Q|0 |x |6 |+ | W
CDM validator/ | Ramachandran| Ramesh India v
technical team
leader
GHG auditor (S) / | Ravandur Satish  Nikesh India| v | v |V
Project Manager
Technical Kakaraparthi Venkata India v
reviewers Raman
(applicant)
Technical Kumaraswamy | Chandrashgindia v
reviewers kara

The qualification of each individual validation teanember is detailed in Appendix B to this
report.
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4 VALIDATION FINDINGS

The findings of the validation are stated in thdofeing sections. The validation criteria
(requirements), the means of verification and teilts from validating the identified criteria
are documented in more detail in the validatiortqurol in Appendix A.

The final validation findings relate to the projefesign as documented and described in the
revised and resubmitted project design documemati@7 August 2009.

4.1 Participation Requirements

The project is being developed as a unilateralegtopy the project proponent Bagepalli

Coolie Sangha (BCS) from the host Party India. Tlost Party India meets all relevant

participation requirements. The DNA of India haprawed the project on 29 December 2008
121.

The DNA of India has provided confirmation that f®ject assists in achieving sustainable
development /2/. The validation did not reveal arfgrmation indicating that the project can

be seen as a diversion of official developmentstéasce (ODA) funding towards India.

4.2 Project Design

The project activity involves the installation & D00 bio digesters of 2heapacity each, in
the five taluks ( Bagepalli, Chintamani, SidlaghatGudibanda and Chickballapur ) of
Chickballarpur district in the state of Karnatakadia. Five taluks of former Kolar district
have been separately named as Chickballapur distriz3 August 2007 /36/. As the statistics
have been complied for the formerly Kolar distraiscussions and study in the report address
Kolar district. The bio digesters are planned egss of 6 000 units per year, with the first
6000 units being planned after the registratiothef project as a CDM project. The project
activity envisages replacement of kerosene andrewewable biomass with biogas for
cooking and hot water heating.

The biogas digester equipment consists of a digest® nt capacity with a fixed, non-
movable gas space. Gas is produced through aneatiggstion of cow dung and stored in
the upper part of the digester before being pipethé biogas stove in the kitchen. The gas
pressure displaces the digested slurry into thepemsating tank, which then can be used as
manure The technology used in the project activity isigeshously available in India and is
based on the Deenbandhu digester model approvatiebinistry of Non Conventional
Energy Sources (MNES).

The operation and maintenance of the plants wiltdken up by Bagepalli Coolie Sangha
(BCS). BCS maintains a network of trained masorssampervisors who will train individual
household members and also assist in maintainoggatontact with the households to attend
to the operational and maintenance problems.

Since the project activity will be implemented ordy the registration of the project as a
CDM project, the project activity does not havetartsdate which would correspond to the
definition of start date of “implementation or ctmstion or real action of the project

activity” as provided by the Executive Board. Theected start date is 1 May 2009 or the
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date of registration of the project. The expectpdrational lifetime of the project activity is
25 years. A renewable crediting period of sevenrsybas been chosen with the starting date
of the first crediting period as 01 Jan 2010. Thigqet description is to the consideration of
DNV complete and accurate.

4.3 Baseline Determination

The baseline for the project activity is the conéd usage of fuel wood and kerosene oil for
household cooking and heat purpose. The projedtitgctvill thus replace non-renewable
biomass as well as kerosene. For the displacenfenbrerenewable biomass, the project
applies the approved baseline methodology AMS-Il.izersion 01 "Switch from Non —
renewable biomass for the thermal applicationshieyuser” /4/, while for the displacement of
kerosene AMS-I.C - version 13 “Thermal energy fog tiser with or without electricity” /5/ is
applied.

The application of the simplified baseline methadyl of I.E “Switch from Non — renewable
biomass for the thermal applications by the usgrjustified as the project activity satisfies
the following applicability conditions of

a) the project activity is a biogas digester and stiha displaces non renewable wood
used in the baseline.

b) The project activity is not saving non renewablenfiass accounted-for by another
similar CDM project, i.e. the “Bagepalli biogas mct” The villages selected for the
proposed CDM project activity are different fromethegistered CDM project, as
verified and cross checked from the list providgdtire PP to differentiate villages
selected to install the biogas units/23/.

c) It is demonstrated by the “Report on wood consuompstudy in Kolar district”,
Forest Survey of India, southern zone 1989 docurtteitthe non renewable biomass
was in use since 31 December 1989. The surveytrefades that the consumption of
timber is 37 000 m3 /year. The report also addeesat there is a wide gap between
the demand and supply in Kolar district. The fireoa availability is 31208.4 tonnes /
annum which is the average from last 3 financiaryg1984/1985, 1985/1986 and
1986/1987) /10/.

The application of the simplified baseline methadyl of I.C “Thermal energy for the user
with or without electricity” is justified as the qect activity satisfies the following
applicability conditions.

a) The thermal capacity of the biogas plant is notcHigel by the manufacturer.
However, the PP has computed the total thermalrggae of all the 18 000 biogas
plants (operating 4 hours per day) considered enpioject activity to be 33 MW
thermal which is well below the limit specified tine methodology (45 MW thermal).
Also, this has been justified clearly in the PDDhaeferences for the calculations.

b) The proposed project activity is installation obdps units at individual households
and will not fall under co fired system and co-gatien plant.

c) The proposed project activity is not addition afieevable energy units in an existing
renewable energy facility.

The baseline for the project activity as per thehoe@ology AMS-I.E is the non-renewable
biomass consumption per household that would haea lnsed in the absence of the project
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activity times an emission coefficient for the fib$gel displaced /4/. The baseline emissions
have been calculated using the option a) providettheé methodology that is “calculated as
the product of the number of appliances multipliegl the estimate of average annual
consumption of biomass per appliance (tonnes/yejived from the historical data or

estimated using survey methods”

The baseline for the project activity as per thehodology AMS-I.C is the fuel consumption
per household that would have been used in thenabsef the project activity times an
emission coefficient for the fossil fuel displadéd

DNV verified from the information provided in theeplartment of science and technology,
Government of India website /35/ that the capaoftjthe proposed 2 tnbiogas digester
suffices the requirements of individual familiesfofir to five members.

The quantity of firewood used per family in the élase has been arrived at by a survey
conducted by the project proponent on a sample36ft®useholds in the five taluks of the
districts /30/. The quantity of fuel wood consuroptiper household arrived at is 3.57
t/'year/household. The fraction of non renewableraiss in the total quantity has been arrived
at by the project proponent at 91%. A similar stadpducted by T.V.Ramachandra and G R
Rao in the year 2005 for the specific project ave&olar District /8/ and available on the
public domain indicates the yearly consumptionua fvood at 3.0733 t/house hold/year, and
the fraction of non renewable biomass at 80%. Tka apecific Kolar District study done by
Ramachandra and Rao has been used in order tdigsthie share of fuel wood currently
used that can be considered non-renewable. Thg studprised the use of fuel wood and
fuel wood availability of 11 Taluks in the Kolarstiict. The study determines a ratio of
available fuel wood resources vs. fuel wood demfanceach Taluk in the Kolar district. It
concludes that on average this ratio is 0.2, thdating that fuel wood demand significantly
exceeds available fuel wood resources in KolaridistThis average ration of available fuel
wood resources vs. fuel wood demand is used bpribject to conclude that only 20% of the
fuel wood is renewable, while the remaining 80%hef fuel wood used in the Kolar district is
considered non-renewable. The use of the study dmakhandra and Rao for defining the
share of non-renewable fuel wood is considered ggpfate, in particular since the target
households considered for application of the biodagesters in the project activity are
located in the same 11 taluks as the study is base&ince the major portion of emission
reductions in the project activity are from theefiwood consumption, to be on the
conservative side, the lower figures of fuel wootisumption at 3.0733 t/house hold/year /7/
and the fraction of non renewable biomass at 80%MUdeen used in the estimation of the
baseline C@ emission per household/annum /8/. All the docusiemd figures have been
evidenced by DNV.

Approach adopted nationally by the Ministry of Environment and Forests, Government
of India.

The extent of production and demand of fuel wood assessed by the Forest Survey
of India, Ministry of Environment and Forests, Govaent of India. The study is
entitled ‘Demand and supply of fuel wood, timber and fodddndia” Forest Survey

of India, Ministry of Environment and Forests, Gowaent of India, 1996/37/
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This study is based on growing stock of the coursngl its annual increment to
determine the annual availability of fuel wood fdifferent forest types. The
percentage production of fuel wood is considere®@% of the annual increment.
This is compared to the total fuel wood requiredhat state level by the rural and
urban population for the year 1996, 2001 and 2006

According to the study, in Karnataka State, thaltabhnual consumption of fuel wood
during 2006 is 13 million tonnes of which only 1.88llion tonnes are sustainably
available. Thus at the state level, the renewalsdé Wwood available accounts to 10%.
Thus the non-renewable wood is 90%.

A study was conducted by Forest Survey of IndianiMry of Environment and
Forests during 1987 to assess the wood consumistitiolar district. Based on the
study, the fuel wood requirement in 1987 was 800 @Gfhnes/annum against the
production of 31 000 tonnes. Thus tkes,y in 1987 was 96%.

Based on the above comparison of different studiesducted by Project proponent,

Ramachandra and forestry survey of India, DNV cotes$ that the 80-90% of the biomass is
non-renewable. The value of 80% chosen by the grgeponent is deemed conservative
and has been evaluated using nationally approvedous

The quantity of kerosene used by each householdéas sourced from the survey study of
Ramachandra for firewood and kerosene consumptiothé Kolar district. The studies
indicate a kerosene consumption of 60.92 litresifgym /7/. The one time survey conducted
by the project proponent (for 835 house holds)datdis a figure of 45 litre/family/year /30/.
However, since the survey of the project propomness one time and did not cover the full
year, it is not representative in terms of seasaoalsumptions. Hence, the consumption
figure reported in the survey of Ramachandra /B0a92 litres/family/yr has been used in the
estimation of the baseline €emission per household/annum.

The quantities of fuel wood and kerosene consumptier household have been determined
by the project based on survey of firewood and s&me consumption in the Kolar District.
The fuel wood consumption per household has bewrrdmed based on the Ramachandra
study carried out for the region/7/. The studiesrehashowed an estimated average
consumption of fuel wood for a medium size famifysopeople of 3.07 tonnes per year; a
range from 2.29 to 3.68 tonnes per family per yeiein an average of 3.07 tonnes per family
per year for Kolar District /7/. The quantity obbnass substituted by 18000 biogas units user
will workout to be 55,319 tones per year. Consiugi80% of the fraction of non renewable
biomass/8/, the baseline emission due to firewoorkwut to be 47 191 tones £hyear. The
baseline emissions due to Kerosene usage congjdgoud6 liters / family / year works out
to be 2 807 tones Gd year. The total emission reductions from fireoddand kerosene are
49 998 tones Co/ year. Based on the total emission reductionsegslthe emissions per
family have been worked out to be 2.78 tones pemilyaper year. These values are

1 FSI, 1989. Report on wood consumption study in Kddstrict, Karnataka. Forest Survey of India, $mh Zone,
Bangalore, Ministry of Environment and Forests, Dapant of Environment, Forests and Wildlife. Govaent of India
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considered appropriate and are correctly appliedthie@ presented emission reduction
calculations. The selected sources and gasessdifeeli for the project activity.

4.4 Additionality

The project activity will only start after registi@n of the project. The source of funds for the
implementation of the project is by the forwarddirg of the emission reductions and hence
the project implementation has not yet startedaddition, it has been demonstrated that
CDM has been seriously considered for some timeh@mproject activity from the following
sequence of events.

a) Board minutes of meeting dated 03 March 2008 ofepatlii Coolie Sangha (BCS)
/20/ informing the members of the decision to depdhe project activity of 18 000
bio-digesters as a CDM project.

b) .The ERPA and the forward trading details have ysitbeen finalized pending the
registration of the project as a CDM project.

c) Intention of the project proponent to develop thajgrt as a CDM project is clear by
obtaining the letter of Approval from the DNA ofgtdParty India /2/.

d) Start of validation of the project on 22 April 2Q08rough the web hosting of the
PDD for global stakeholder commenting process.

The above events clearly demonstrate that the CBWnues are decisive for the project
activity. The additionality of the project has besstablished based on the investment barrier,
barrier due to prevailing practice and other besrieThe project activity primarily
demonstrates the additionality through the investrbarrier.

I nvestment Barrier

It has been demonstrated that the project actigitgs investment barrier in the sense that the
single unit of bio digester including the stovetsd®R 12 500 for the implementation when
compared to the conventional kerosene stove whostsdNR 300 or the conventional brick
stove which costs nothing. The cost of implemeatatf a bio digester has been verified to
be appropriate /34/. It has also been demonstthgddthe kerosene fuel used in the project
households is made available to the householdsbaidized rates, in the fair price shops and
that the cost in the open market is prohibitive bBaglond the means of the target population
/37/. While the use of LPG has also been considéréds been argued that LPG availability
is limited mainly to the cities and penetrationtlire remote target villages is yet to happen.
While there is a slow shift towards LPG use inaghks/7/, the costs of installing and
operating a LPG facility is beyond the reach oktproject’s target population in the Kolar
region of Karnataka /37/. The research study ofrBs#d and Ramachandra verified by DNV
also indicate that, the economic barrier is the idamt reason for not installing biogas plants
/11/. The presented analysis thus demonstrateghegtroject activity (installation of 2 m3
biogas digesters) faces investment barriers.

It has also been demonstrated that due to theroame of the households in the project area,
obtaining of individual loan for the implementatioof bio digesters without any
security/surety/collateral is difficult. DNV has nféeed the existence of this barrier from the
banks loan rejection letters /19/.
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The fact that the project activity is planned toitmplemented with the funds obtained from
the forward trading of the emission reduction alemnonstrate that funding for the project
activity depends entirely on the CDM registration ahat obtaining investment is an barrier.

Barrier dueto prevailing practice

It has been established that the prevailing practiche village households in the project area
is the continued reliance on kerosene availablesudisidized prices and non-renewable
biomass firewood that is abundantly available aeé Df cost. It has been substantiated that
in-spite of the subsidies offered by the governnmentossil fuels like kerosene and LPG, the
predominant fuel is non renewable biomass/13/ dubd reasons that though the kerosene is
subsidized, the quantity supplied (3 liters per thgrer family) is insufficient and the price of
kerosene in the open market is higher and beyoadbtislget of the target households in the
district. An important reason for this is that sdibzed fuel is not always available to the poor.
While the LPG is also subsidized, there is no/lemgdration in to the interior villages, and
even the subsidized prices are beyond the budgeediouseholds. In rural India, biomass is
more easily available and access to LPG is morculif than in urban areas. Thus, the
continued use is the use of kerosene and the us®mrefenewable wood is the common
prevailing practice /8/. This is also evidencedtbg document Energy Sources of Indian
Households for Cooking and Lighting, which statest tat the national level 75% of the rural
households and at state level of Karnataka 89%efriiral households still use fuel wood
1271.

The potential for biogas in India is 12 million. Bonly 3.71 million have been built so far

/14/. At the state level, during the 2001 censusy 4.5% of rural households were using
biogas/28/, while in 2006 it still remains a low 6f5%/27/. The Central and State

Government through subsidies has just supportedté)b00 biogas units, on an average of
700 biogas plants annually in Kolar District in thast 5 years/15/. DNV also verified from

the Annual reports of Rural Development & Panchayaj Department 2003-2008 and

references /14/16/17/ documents that the penetrafibiogas technology from 2001 to 2006
has just increased by 5% /27/28/.

Other Barriers

While the conventional three rock stoves do notdnemy skill for building, the biogas
digesters, on the other hand, requires carefudasy and skill for assembly /31/32/. These
are also not freely available in the market andtéinget villages, as compared to the baseline
technology of three rock stove. However, DNV canBirthat this is not a decisive barrier for
the project activity.

The above barriers therefore make it unlikely thiagas plants in Kolar are build today in the
absence of the CDM and the project is thus nokeibaseline scenario. Moreover, the
analysis of investment, technological and prevgilpractice barriers demonstrates that the
continued use of conventional three rock stove #ed continued use of fuel wood and
kerosene is the most likely baseline scenario.
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4.5 Monitoring Plan

The monitoring plan is in accordance with the maniitg methodology. The monitoring plan

will give opportunity for real measurements of asi@d emission reductions. The monitoring
indicators chosen are a) number of systems indtalleiumber of biogas units operating and
c) annual hours of operation of each unit. Alsayuah survey will be conducted to confirm

the non-renewable biomass substituted. As per te#hadology requirement for leakage
data, the diversion of non — renewable biomassdsanveler the project by non—project

households will be monitored in the 5 taluks base@nnual sample survey.

While the project owner is Bagepalli Coolie San@B&S), project implementation, operation
and maintenance is the responsibility of each easdingha unit (CSU). The monitoring of the
bio digesters will be done by the balakendra teathélage health worker on a daily basis
and the data logged in a log book. The organizatias biogas masons and supervisors who
will be responsible for plant construction, supsim and maintenance. Biogas field workers
and volunteers will monitor the construction ancemgpion of the units in each village. All
complaints and maintenance needs shall also bé wihlby Bagepalli coolie sangha staff.
Procedures for performance reviews, internal auglitcorrective actions etc have also been
addressed and rest with Bagepalli coolie sanghae @&pplication of the monitoring
methodology is transparent and DNV considers tlogept participants able to implement the
monitoring plan.

45.1 Parameters determined ex-ante

For determining the baseline emissions under sswle methodology I.E version 01,the
values mentioned in the methodology for the NCVbaimass (0.015 TJ/t) and emission
factor of kerosene (71.5 tCO2/TJ) will be used.

To determine the baseline emission due to the afisphent of the kerosene and non-
renewable fire wood, the emission factor of 2.78nes CQhouse hold/annum has been
derived assuming a yearly fuel wood consumptior3.6733 t/house hold/year, a 80% non
renewable component and 60.2 liters kerosene @effgmnily. The source of the data and the
assumptions are detailed in the baseline deterimmagction 4.3.

4.5.2 Parameters monitored ex-post
The following parameters will be monitored ex post,
» The number of units constructed,
» Number of biogas units under operation (daily manmig of all biogas units operating
),
Confirmation that the non renewable biomass has babstituted by sample survey,
Fraction of non renewable biomass substituted athpeannual survey,
Non — usage of biogas units and annual hours afatipa of each unit.
Annual hours of operation of biogas units per dagdample survey

The diversion of non renewable biomass saved utigeiproject activity by non —
project households for leakage will be monitoreddabon the survey.

YV YV VYV
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Since the emissions reduction per household aseles 5 tonnes of GO per year, metering
of thermal energy output is not required.

4.5.3 Management system and quality assurance

Detailed project management and monitoring proesiunder village level and cluster level
including procedures for QA/QC of monitoring remorare described and found to be
adequate.

4.6 Estimate of GHG Emissions

The project is displacing non renewable biomass$ viteod and kerosene. In line with the
approved methodologies of AMS-L.LE and AMS-I.C, ammbn consideration that 80% fuel
wood and 60.2 liters / family /annum of kerosenedutr cooking and water heating is non-
renewable, baseline emissions are estimated att ZZ8/year/household for each household
that will be attached to one system (2 m3 capadityfhe first seven year renewable crediting
period the project is expected to reduce emisdmtize extent of 2 99 988 t GO

There are no direct offsite and indirect emissimnwslved in this project. Since the proposed
2 nT biogas digester suffices the requirements of iddial families, no fuel wood or other

fuels will have to be used in the project scendfiowever, if the biogas unit is non functional
or monitored data is not available, for that peiitodill be considered as the use of fire wood
and the project emissions will be equal to basediméssions. Also, leakage will be monitored
as per the methodology IE based on the ex poségurv

The baseline emission estimate can be replicatéuy ube data and parameter values
provided in the PDD and supporting files submitted registration. The data sources
mentioned have been verified by DNV.

4.7 Environmental Impacts
As per the MoEF, there is no legislation requiretierbe adhered-to by the proposed project

activity /18/.The project is also not expected teate any adverse environmental or social
effects.

4.8 Comments by Local Stakeholders

Key stakeholders involved in this project are tlmeideholds in the villages and the gram
panchayats (local government bodies). All the kiakeholders were invited for comments
through a news paper announcement /26/. The CDNegravas discussed in cluster level
meeting in all the 5 taluks of the Chikkaballapistrict. All households and village gram
panchayats have welcomed the project and no adeensments have been received /25/.

4.9 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs

The PDD of the “Biogas CDM Project of Bagepalli tesangha” dated 10 April 2008 was
made publicly available on DNV’s climate change sith and Parties, stakeholders and
NGOs were through the CDM website invited to prevabmments during a 30 days period
from “22 April 2008” to “23 May 2008".
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No comments were received during this period.
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Table 1 Mandatory Requirements for Clean DevelopmearMechanism (CDM) Project Activities
Requirement Reference Conclusion

About Parties

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Ann@exachieving compliance with | Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2 OK
part of their emission reduction commitment under 3.

2. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties intgbuating to the ultimate Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2. OK
objective of the UNFCCC.

3. The project shall have the written approval of wuy participation from the Kyoto Protocol CAR1
designated national authority of each Party invdblve Art. 12.5a, OK

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40a

4. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties ineghg sustainable developmentKyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, OK
and shall have obtained confirmation by the hoshty thereof. CDM Modalities and Procedures 840a

5. In case public funding from Parties included in Arn is used for the project Decision 17/CP.7, OK
activity, these Parties shall provide an affirmatibat such funding does not resulEDM Modalities and Procedures
in a diversion of official development assistannd & separate from and is not | Appendix B, § 2
counted towards the financial obligations of thEaeties.

6. Parties participating in the CDM shall designatetonal authority for the CDM. CDM Modalities aRdocedures 829 OK

7. The host Party and the participating Annex | Pahsll be a Party to the Kyoto | CDM Modalities §30/31a OK
Protocol.

8. The participating Annex | Party’s assigned amotnailshave been calculated andCDM Modalities and Procedures 831b Not
recorded. Applicable

9. The participating Annex | Party shall have in placeational system for CDM Modalities and Procedures 831b Not
estimating GHG emissions and a national registcicordance with Kyoto Applicable
Protocol Article 5 and 7.

About additionality

10.Reduction in GHG emissions shall be additionalrty that would occur in the Kyoto Protocol Art. 1.5 OK
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Requirement Reference Conclusion

absence of the project activity, i.e. a CDM progdivity is additional if CDM Modalities and Procedures 843
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases byesoare reduced below thosge
that would have occurred in the absence of thestegid CDM project activity.

About forecast emission reductions and environmentampacts

11.The emission reductions shall be real, measuratdeyave long-term benefits Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b OK
related to the mitigation of climate change.

For large-scale projects only

12.Documentation on the analysis of the environmdntphcts of the project CDM Modalities and Procedures 837c¢ Not
activity, including transboundary impacts, shalldodémitted, and, if those impacts Applicable
are considered significant by the project partintpaor the Host Party, an
environmental impact assessment in accordancepnottedures as required by the
Host Party shall be carried out.

About small-scale project activities (if applicablé

13.The proposed project activity shall meet the elidybcriteria for small scale Simplified Modalities and Procedures for OK
CDM project activities set out in § 6 | of the Makech Accords and shall not bg &mall Scale CDM Project Activities
debundled component of a larger project activity. 812a,c

14.The proposed project activity shall confirm to amiehe project categories definedsimplified Modalities and Procedures for OK
for small scale CDM project activities and use sheplified baseline and Small Scale CDM Project Activities 822¢
monitoring methodology for that project category.

15.1f required by the host country, an analysis oféngironmental impacts of the | Simplified Modalities and Procedures for OK
project activity is carried out and documented. Small Scale CDM Project Activities 822¢

About stakeholder involvement

16. Comments by local stakeholders shall be invitezljramary of these provided andCDM Modalities and Procedures 837b OK
how due account was taken of any comments received.

17.Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NG@alslshve been invited to | CDM Modalities and Procedures 8§40 OK
comment on the validation requirements for minin@@days, and the project
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
design document and comments have been made publizilable.
Other
18.The baseline and monitoring methodology shall lewipusly approved by the | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837e OK
CDM Executive Board.
19. A baseline shall be established on a project-sigdu#fsis, in a transparent mannelCDM Modalities and Procedures 845c,0 OK
and taking into account relevant national and/otaal policies and
circumstances.
20.The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn (GBRdecreases in activity | CDM Modalities and Procedures 847 OK
levels outside the project activity or due to foncajeure.
21.The project design document shall be in conformavitethe UNFCCC CDM- | CDM Modalities and Procedures OK
PDD format. Appendix B, EB Decision
22.Provisions for monitoring, verification and repagishall be in accordance with | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837f OK
the modalities described in the Marrakech Accordsralevant decisions of the
COP/MOP.
A-3
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist
" Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. | MoV COMMENTS Concl.  Concl
A. General Description of Project Activiy
The project design is assessed.
A.l. Project Boundaris
Project Boundaries are the limits and borders wiefy the
GHG emission reduction project.
A.1.1. Are the project’s spatial boundaries /1/ DR | The project activity is the installation ot OK
(geographical) clearly defined? | 18000 biogas plants (digesters) in 5 taluks
of Chikkabellapur district of Karnataka state,
India.
» The geographical co ordinates
is not mentioned in the PDD,
clarify
» Location map and identifying
the state and district of tr
project activity to be included
in the PDD.
A.1.2. Are the project’s system boundaries (components/ DR  Yes, The project's system boundaries are OK
and facilities used to mitigate GHGs) clearly | clearly identified. The project comprises of
defined? biogas digesters and stoves for burning the
gas generated; 18000 digesters each of 2 m3
capacity have been envisaged per household
in the proposed project.
A.2. Participation Requiremens
Referring to Part A, Annex 1 and 2 of the PDD a8 we
as the CDM glossary with respect to the terms Rarty
Letter of Approval, Authorization and Project
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS gﬁg ('::(')’r‘f(‘:'l
Participant.
A.2.1. Which Parties and project participants are /1/ DR | Indiais the host country and Bagepalli Coolie oK
participating in the project? | Sangha is the only project participant from
India.
No Annex-1 country has been identified as
yet.
A.2.2. Have all involved Parties provided avalid and | /1/ | DR | Host country letter of approval needs to be GAR1  OK
complete letter of approval and have all /2 provided for verification.
private/public project participants been authorize
by an involved Party?
A.2.3. Do all participating Parties fulfil the participati  /1/ DR  India fulfils the participation requirementsgARZ  OK
requirements as follows: /2] having ratified the Kyoto Protocol on the 26
- Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol August 2002 and has established a D-A -
- Voluntary participation Natihongl Clean dev?lopme_:nt Mechanism
- Designated a National Authority ég:eg{;t)éivlol\l/_:h%lstry of Environment and
The voluntary participation of the project
needs to be confirmed against the letter of
approval from the DNA.
A.2.4. Potential public funding for the projectfrom  /1/ | DR | The project does not involve any public OK
Parties in Annex | shall not be a diversion of | funding and hence, no diversion of funds
official development assistance. from official development assistance is
expected.
A.3. Technology to be employd
Validation of project technology focuses on thgenb
engineering, choice of technology and competence/
maintenance needs. The validator should ensure that
CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1048,.re% A-5
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS gﬁg g(')?ﬂl
environmentally safe and sound technology and kmow-s
used.
A.3.1. Does the project design engineering reflect ~ /1/ DR The project biogas technology to be used is OK
current good practices? | based on the Deenbandhu model, a model
that is one of the approved models by MNES.
A.3.2. Does the project use state of the art technology@y ~ DR = No transfer of technology is envisaged as the OK
would the technology result in a significantly | same is already available in India
better performance than any commonly used
technologies in the host country?
A.3.3. Does the project make provisions for meeting | /1/ DR  Yes, the project requires initial training and OK
training and maintenance needs? maintenance efforts.
It is mentioned that, Sufficient training will
be provided to the end users for maintenance.
A.4. Contribution to Sustainable Development
The project’s contribution to sustainable developtrie
assessed.
A.4.1. Has the host country confirmed that the project /1/ DR The letter of approval from the DNAcaAR1 OK
assists it in achieving sustainable development?,, confirming that the project assists in
achieving sustainable development needs to
be submitted.
A.4.2. Will the project create other environmental or | /1y DR  Yes, the project avoids the health hazatgs d OK
social benefits than GHG emission reductions? to usage of fire wood as a fuel for cooking
and create more jobs in the region.
A.5. Small scale project activity
Tit is assessed whether the project qualifies aalssnale
CDM project activity
A.5.1. Does the project qualify as a small scale COM | 1/ DR The project confirms to Type |, Category .62 @ OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
project activity as defined in paragraph 6 (c) of /4/ I of the small scale CDM project activities as
decision 17/CP.7 on the modalities and /5/ the thermal energy generated would be used
procedures for the CDM? /6/ up by the users (i.e., the village households).
/33/ The calculations sheet to justify less than 45
MW thermal to be furnished with proof for
assumptions.
A.5.2. Is the small scale project activity not a debundle;i/ DR No the project is not a debundled component OK
component of a larger project activity? | of a larger project activity, since there is no
registered small scale CDM project or an
application to register another small scale
CDM project — with the same project
participants, in the same project category or
technology.
B. Project Baseline
The validation of the project baseline establisiwbether the
selected baseline methodology is appropriate anetidr the
selected baseline represents a likely baselineas®n
B.1. Baseline Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an gpjate
baseline methodology.
B.1.1. Does the project apply an approved methodologg/ DR @ Yes the project applies, two small scale OK
and the correct version thereof? methodologies- “Switch from non renewable
biomass for the thermal application by the
user”- I.E Version 01 EB 37 and “Thermal
energy for users with or without electricity’-
| C version 13 EB 38.
B.1.2. Are the applicability criteria in the baseline /1/ DR | The following applicability conditions of theCL-3 oK
methodology all fulfilled? 14/ AMS |-E Versionl methodology need mare
A-7
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. Concl.
/5/ substantiation:
Use of non Renewable biomass since 1989.
Whether there are any similar registered
project in this region and how the proposed
project activity is not saving the non
renewable biomass accounted by the
registered activity
Proof for use of non — renewable biomass
since 31 December 1989, survey reports to be
furnished
B.2. Baseline Scenario Determination
The choice of the baseline scenario will be vaédatvith
focus on whether the baseline is a likely scenamal
whether the methodology to define the baselinessen
has been followed in a complete and transparentmean
B.2.1. What is the baseline scenario? /1/ DR  The baseline is the use of kerosene and fire OK
|4/ | wood as fuel. During the site visit it was
/5/ noticed that, about 5% of 500 villages
considered in the project activity were using
the kerosene and wood as a fuel.
B.2.2. What other alternative scenarios have been /1/ DR | No, this is not required as per the small scale OK
considered and why is the selected scenario theg,, methodology.
most likely one? 5/
B.2.3. Has the baseline scenario been determined /1/ DR The baseline is mentioned as use of fos€iL4 OK
according to the methodology? 7/ fuel for meeting the thermal energy needs.
The PDD mentions the use of only kerosene
in the projected baseline. It has to be clearly
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Oralt | Final
justified as to why LPG is totally excluded
B.2.4. Has the baseline scenario been determined using, DR  Clarifications pending as above. cL4 OK
conservative assumptions where possible? 4, It has to be justified that the monitoring oEL5
17/ 2.5% of the digester plants as mentioned in
the PDD is representative as required by the
methodology
B.2.5. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take into/1/ DR Yes, There is a clear thrust under the OK
account relevant national and/or sectoral policieg,4; | Ministry of Non-Conventional Energy
macroeconomidrends and political aspirations? Sources (MNES) in India to promote bio gas
plants.
B.2.6. Is the baseline scenario determination compatibj¢/ DR  The references have to be mentioned cleatBi-8 OK
with theavailable data and are all literature and , | when and who conducted the surveys
sources clearly referenced? mentioned in the PDD.
In the excel sheet provided it is not clear that
the survey was third party or the PP has
conducted. All the surveys conducted by
third party to be furnished in the form of
report for verifications (Quantity of biomass
that is substituted and family level kerosene
consumption per year).
B.2.7. Havethe majorisksto the baseline been /1/ | DR | There are no major risks considered to the OK
identified? baseline in the PDD.
B.3. Additionality Determination
The assessment of additionality will be validatétth w
focus on whether the project itself is not a likehgeline
scenario.
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft

Concl.

Final
Concl.

B.3.1. Is the projectdditionalityassessed according tc
the methodology?

11/

DR

The project additionality is discussed bas
on the investmentl barrier as below:

The DSCR is computed to be 2.42 in
PDD. However, all the assumptions a
supporting documents to be furnished
validation. The investment analysis has to
inline with the latest EB guidelines.

It is mentioned that, the PP approached
banks for funding the project activity. Sin
there is no guarantees, no equity etc...
banks are not willing to finance the proje
During the site visit, the bank loan rejecti
letters from Canara bank, Chintamani ta
dated 07 June 2008 and Pragathi gra
bank,Bagepalli taluk dated 03 June 2(
were verified.

The additionality arguments for investme
barriers are generic and not backed up v
appropriate documented references.

The PDD claims “The project activity

financed almost completely through t
revenues from the CER sales, and canng
realized without the revenues from t
carbon credits” — This needs to be verif
since there is no documentary proof
regards to project funding.

It is mentioned that, biogas is most expens
option but eliminates all NRB consumpti
and kerosene usage when compared
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
baseline.
Justify the calculations made in the PDD with
supporting documents for assumptions.
B.3.2. Are all assumptions stated in a transparent and /1/ DR  Same as above — 6L OK
conservative manner?
B.3.3. Is sufficient evidence provided to support the | 1/ DR  Same as above — 6L OK
relevance of the arguments made?
B.3.4. If the starting date of the project activity istef  /1/ DR | No, the start date of the project is mergbnGL? | OK
the date of validation, has sufficient evidence as 01 October 2008, original board note
been prOVided that the incentive from the CDM Considering CDM dated 03 March 2008 was
was seriously considered in the decision to provided for validation during the site visit.
proceed with the project activity? The start date to be substantiated as per the
EB guidelines.
The CDM consideration documents to
provided for validation as per the guidelines
on CDM consideration of EB 41
Confirmation from DNA or UNFCCC has to
be provided.
B.4. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Project
emissions
It is assessed whether the project emissions atedst
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors amtlies
— where applicable — is justified.
B.4.1. Are thecalculationsdocumentedccording to the /1/ DR  There are no project emissions to be OK
approved methodology and in a complete and considered as per the methodology.
transparent manner?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Draft  Final
Concl. i Concl.
B.4.2. Have conservative assumptions been used when/ DR  Same as above. OK

calculating the project emissions?

B.4.3. Are uncertainties in the project emission estimatgg DR Same as above. OK
properly addressed?

B.5. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Baseline
emissions

It is assessed whether the baseline emissiongatexls
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatles
— where applicable — is justified.

B.5.1. Are the calculations documented accordingtothe/ DR  Yes, the calculations are clear and transparéh8 ~ OK

approved methodology and in a complete and 7, as per the small scale methodology IE.
transparent manner? 8/

/30/ The calculations are based on the survey
report of Kerosene and fire wood used in the
baseline. It was noted during the site visit
that, 5% of the 500 villages considered in the
project were using kerosene and fire wooc
fuel.

However, In the excel sheet provided it is not
clear that the survey was third party or the PP
has conducted. All the surveys conducted by
third party to be furnished in the form of
report for verifications (Quantity of biomass
that is substituted and family level kerosene
consumption per year). Also, provide the
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Oralt | Final
proof /references for all parameters used in
the calculations.
B.5.2. Have conservative assumptions been used whepn/ DR Same as above —¢cLs8 OK
calculating the baseline emissions?
B.5.3. Are uncertainties in the baseline emission /1/ DR  Same as above —¢cLs8 OK
estimates properly addressed?
B.6. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions —
Leakage
It is assessed whether leakage emissions are stated
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatlies
— where applicable — is justified.
B.6.1. Are the leakage calculations documented  /1/ | DR | Yes, this is addressed as per the methodol@y11 = OK
according to the approved methodology and in g, AMS IE.
complete and transparent manner? Clarifications required on the, usage of the
conventional fuels incase of non performance
of biogas plant.
B.6.2. Have conservative assumptions been used when/ DR This will be monitored ex post by conducting OK
calculating the leakage emissions? survey method.
B.6.3. Are uncertainties in the leakage emission /1/ DR  There are no uncertainties addressed in the oK
estimates properly addressed? PDD for leakage.
B.7. Emission Reductions
The emission reductions shall be real, measurable
and give long-term benefits related to the mitigati
of climate change.
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Oralt | Final
B.7.1. Are the emission reductions real, measurable angy DR  Yes, The project is forecasted to reduce CO2 OK
give long-term benefits related to the mitigatior emissions 42 855 tCO2e / year over
of climate change. the renewable crediting period of 7 years.
The emission reductions are measurable, and
give long-term benefits related to the
mitigation of climate change comparing to
baseline scenario
B.8. Monitoring Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an gppate
monitoring methodology.
B.8.1. Is the monitoring plan documented accordingto/1/ DR VYes, this is as per the approved small scale OK
the approved methodology and in a complete and methodology IE.
transparent manner?
B.8.2. Will all monitored data required for verification | /1/ DR  This is not addressed in the PDD. cL9 OK
and issuance be kept for two years after the end of | It is not clear in the PDD that. How the
the crediting period or the last issuance of CERSs, monitored data will be stored dur’ing or after
for this project activity, whichever occurs later? the crediting period
B.9. Monitoring of Project Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan pde& for
reliable and complete project emission data oveeti
B.9.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1/ DR  There are no project emissions to be oK
collection and archiving of all relevant data 14/ considered due to the project activity
necessary for estimation or measuring the 5/
greenhouse gas emissions within the project
boundary during the crediting period?
B.9.2. Are the choices of project GHG indicators /1/ DR  Not applicable OK
reasonable and conservative?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dralit LG
Concl. Concl.
B.9.3. Is the measurement method clearly stated for eagh | DR | Not applicable OK
GHG value to be monitored and deemed
appropriate?
B.9.4. Is the measurement equipment described and | /1/ DR | Not applicable OK
deemed appropriate?
B.9.5. Is the measurement accuracy addressed and | /1/ DR  Not applicable OK
deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place on
how to deal with erroneous measurements?
B.9.6. Is the measuremeirterval identified and /1/ DR  Not applicable OK
deemed appropriate?
B.9.7. Is theregistration, monitoring, measuremeartd | /1/ DR  Not applicable OK
reporting procedure defined?
B.9.8. Are procedures identified fonaintenancef /1/ DR | Not applicable OK
monitoring equipment and installations? Are the
calibration intervals being observed?
B.9.9. Are procedures identified for day-to-day records/1/ DR | Not applicable OK
handling (including what records to keep, storage
area of records and how to process performance
documentation)
B.10.Monitoring of Baseline Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan pde& for
reliable and complete baseline emission data avee.t
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dralit LG
Concl. Concl.
B.10.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1/ DR As required by the methodology ,theLig @ OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data 14/ monitoring plan lacks details related to the
necessary for determining baseline emissions following:
during the crediting period? Monitoring to confirm the displacement of
non renewable biomass
Details of how the quantity of renewable
biomass will be monitored
B.10.2 Are the choices of baseline GHG indicators /1/ DR The choice of CO2 as GHG indicators is OK
reasonable and conservative? reasonable.
B.10.3Is the measurement method clearly stated for eagch DR  Clarifications pending as section B.10.1 = —3  OK
baseline indicator to be monitored and also
deemed appropriate?
B.10.4ls the measurem.eaqmpmendescribed and /1/ DR There are no measuring equipments OK
deemed appropriate? described in the project activity.
B.10.5Is the measuremeatcuracyaddressed and /1/ DR | . Clarifications pending as section B.10.1  —+4B OK
deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place on
how to deal with erroneous measurements?
B.10.6ls the measuremeitterval for baseline data /1/ DR | Clarifications pending as section B.10.1 —11  OK
identified and deemed appropriate?
B.10.7ls the registrationmonitoring, measuremeahnd  /1/ DR  This is clearly addressed in the PDD. The OK
reporting procedure defined? volunteers, masons, staff and CDM
coordinator are the responsible persons for
the monitoring.
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dralit LG
Concl. Concl.
B.10.8 Are procedures identified fanaintenancef /1/ DR  Not applicable, There are no equipments used OK
monitoring equipment and installations? Are the in the monitoring parameters, hence no
calibration intervals being observed? calibration is required.
B.10.9Are procedures identified for day-to-day recordg1/ | DR This is clear in the PDD monitoring plan. OK
handling (including what records to keep, storage
area of records and how to process performance
documentation)
B.11.Monitoring of Leakage
It is assessed whether the monitoring plan provides
reliable and complete leakage data over time.
B.11.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1/ DR The PDD has addressed direct leakages frgp11 OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data 14/ | day to day handling, defective digesters,
necessary for determining leakage? digester clean up and also indirect leakages
resulting from use of this biomass as manure.
Clarifications required on the, usage of the
conventional fuels incase of non performance
of biogas plant.
B.11.2 Are the choices of project leakage indicators  /1/ DR  Clarification pending as above — ¢l 10K
reasonable and conservative?
B.11.3Is the measurement method clearly stated foreaggh DR = Clarification pending as above — CcL 10K
leakage value to be monitored and deemed
appropriate?
B.12.Monitoring of Sustainable Development Indicators/
Environmental Impacts
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Oralt | Final
It is assessed whether choices of indicators aasarable
and complete to monitor sustainable performance ove
time.
B.12.1ls the monitoring of sustainable development | 1/ DR No, according to the MoEF, no EIA is OK
indicators/ environmental impacts warranted by required for such kind of projects.
legislation in the host country?
B.12.2Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1/ DR | This is not applicable for this type of proj OK
collection and archiving of relevant data activity
concerning environmental, social and economic
impacts?
B.12.3 Are the sustainable development indicators in lipg/ DR  This is not applicable for this type of prci OK
with stated national priorities in the Host activity
Country?
B.13.Project Management Planning
It is checked that project implementation is prdyper
prepared for and that critical arrangements are
addressed.
B.13.1ls the authority and responsibility (_)f overall /1/ DR  Yes, the authority and responsibility of OK
project management clearly described? overall project is clearly mentioned in the
PDD. The volunteers, masons, staff and
CDM coordinator are the responsible persons
for the monitoring
B.13.2Are procedures identified for training of /1/ DR | Yes, this is clearly addressed in the PDD. OK
monitoring personnel? Sufficient training will be provided for
maintenance and monitoring.
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS gﬁg ('::(')’r‘f(‘:'l
B.13.3 Are procedures identified for emergency /1/ DR  No adverse emergencies are foreseen. OK
preparedness for cases where emergencies can Emergencies can be related to problems in
cause unintended emissions? the reactor. These are addressed in PDD that
any such problems will be responded within
24 hours and will be rectified within one
week.
B.13.4 Are procedures identified for review of reported 1/ DR  Yes, thisis clearly addressed in the PDD. OK
results/data? The volunteers, masons, staff and CDM
coordinator are the responsible persons for
the monitoring
B.13.5Are procedures identified for corrective actionsin/ DR  Yes, this is clearly addressed in the PDD. OK
order to provide for more accurate future
monitoring and reporting?
C. Duration of the Project/ Crediting Period
It is assessed whether the temporary boundaridisegproject are
clearly defined.
C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and operational /1/ DR Yes, the start date of the project is mentiongd 7 OK
lifetime clearly defined and evidenced? | as 01 October 2008 and the life time of the
project is mentioned as 25 years.
Proof for start date to be furnished.
C.1.2. Is the start of the crediting period clearly define 1/ DR Yes, a renewable crediting period of seven OK
and reasonable? years has been chosen with the starting date
of the first crediting period as 01 Jan 2010
D. Environmental Impacts
Documentation on the analysis of the environmantphcts will
be assessed, and if deemed significant, an EIAdheuprovided
to the validator.
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> Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Concl.  Concl.
D.1. For Small-scale projects
D.1.1. Does host country legislation require an analysigy/ DR  According to the MoEF, EIA is not required OK
of the environmental impacts of the project 18/ for such kind of projects.
activity?
D.1.2. Does the project comply with environmental | /1/ DR There is no legislation and hence not OK
legislation in the host country? /18/ applicable.
D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse environmental/ DR No, The project does not create any adverse OK
effects? Environmental or social effects.
D.1.4. Have environmental impacts been identified andy/ DR Not applicable, see above comments. OK
addressed in the PDD?
E. Stakeholder Comments
The validator should ensure that stakeholder contsnesve beer
invited with appropriate media and that due accduam been
taken of any comments received.
E.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? | 1/ DR Key Stakeholders have been the families OK
|25/ involved, apart from Gram panchayats of the
126/ villages concerned. A survey of families has
been conducted as part of the survey for
kerosene and firewood consumptions.
Considering the nature of the project, this is
deemed adequate. However during the site
visit, The copies of minutes of meeting from
most of the village level stakeholders
meeting were provided for verifications.
E.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to invite  /1/ DR  Direct one to one consultations with the OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Oralt | Final
comments by local stakeholders? 125/ families involved in the project activity have
126/ been undertaken.
E.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is required/y/ DR  No, ltis not required by regulation/law. OK
by regulations/laws in the host country, has the
stakeholder consultation process been carried out
in accordance with such regulations/laws?
E.1.4.1s a summary of the stakeholder comments ~ /1/ DR  No adverse comments have been receive OK
received provided?
E.1.5. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder/y/ DR No adverse comments have been received OK

comments received?
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Table 2b: Additional requirements checklist for VVM version 1 (EB 44)

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS CDorr?I:tI ('::(')':]‘Z'I
A.6. Letter of approval
A.1.1 Is the LoA received directly from the DNA thwough the /4/ | DR | The Letter .Of approval has_ been receiv&hR-1| OK
roject participant from the project proponent directly and was
b ' verified from the website
http://cdmindia.nic.in/index.html.
A.7. Project design
A.2.1 Does the PDD describe the CDM project agtiwith all  /1/ DR  Yes, The Project activity is installation of OK
relevant elements in a transparent and accurate way 23/ 18000 biogas units in the Bagepalli coalie
sangha families of chikaballapur district,
Karnataka.
A.2.2 Has the CDM project activity at th_e starttk_né_ valid_ati_on /1/ = DR The CDM project activity is construction of OK
been constructed or does the CDM project activitg axisting new biogas units at target village families of
facilities or equipment? BCS. The project activity does not use
existing facilities or equipment.
A.2.3 Is the project a large scale project, a smeedlle project /1/ DR The project activity is a small scale project OK
with average annual emission reductions above D3&@thes or | activity with average annual emission
a bundled small scale project? Has on-site vighlearried out? reduction above 15000 tonnes. The estimated
emission reductions being 42 855 tonnes of
CO2 per year.
DNV conducted the site visit on 27 June
2008.
A.2.4 Does the project activity involved alteratioh existing /1/ = DR | Not applicable, The project activity is @gn OK
installations? If so, have the differences betwe®project anc field project activity.
post-project activity been clearly described in BizD?
A.8. Project emissions not addressed by the methodoloc
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Oralt | Final
A.3.1 Does the methodology describe all projectssion source /2/ DR The methodology does not specifically detail OK
for the project activity that contributes all 1% thfe emissior: all the project emissions.
reductions? Sources that the methodology consiugrso take
into account are not relevant (e.g. cement and éarsumption
for building hydropower plants).
A.9. Documentation of baseline emissions
A.4.1 Documentation of the baseline determination: /1/ DR  a. All the assumptions and references have OK
a. All assumptions and data used by the project been clearly mentioned in the PDD.
participants are listed in the PDD and related
document to be submitted for registration. The
data are properlly rgferenced. b. All the documents are relevant and
b. All documentation is relevant as well as correctly national and sectoral policies have been
c. Assumptions and data can be deemed reasonable
d. Relevant national and/or sectoral policies and e. The PDD is clear on as to what would have
circumstances are considered and listed in the occurred in the absence of the project
PDD. activity. Small scale methodology AMS | E
e. The methodology has been correctly applied to is correctly applied for the project activity.
identify what would occurred in the absence of
the proposed CDM project activity
A.10.Documentation of the calculations
A.5.1 Algorithms and/or formulae used to determe@mission /1/ DR @ Refer section 4.3 Baseline determination OK
reductions section in the report
* All assumptions and data used by the project ppatnts
are listed in the PDD and related document subdhftie
registration. The data are properly referenced
e All documentation is correctly quoted and interpcet
» All values used can be deemed reasonable in thexion
A-23
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Draft Final

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS
Concl. | Concl.

of the project activity

« The methodology has been correctly applied to tatieu
the emission reductions and this can be replichjethe
data provided in the PDD and supporting files to be
submitted for registration.

A.11l.Implementation of the monitoring plan

A.6.1 How were the plans for implementation of thenitoring /1/ DR @ Refer section 4.5 Monitoring section in the OK
plan, data management, QA/QC procedures assessedhat report
extent can the emission reductions achieved byptbgect by
monitored ex-post and verified later by a DOE?

A.12.CDM consideration prior to starting date

A.7.1 The prior consideration of CDM for the prdjexctivity /20/ DR/ Yes, The original board note of BCS was OK
complies with EB41 annex 46 /24/ | verified by DNV during site visit. The real
action of the project activity will start only an
the registration of the project as CDM project
with UNFCCC.
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Table 3 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarifcation Requests
Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
question in
table 2
CAR.1 A.2.2 HCA is furnished for validation The Host country letter of approval
Letter of approval from host country to b@a 2 3 dated 29 December 2008 has been
furnished for verification. Ad1l verified by DNV.
CAR is closed
CL 1. Al.1l The latitude and longitude of the |5
» The geographical co ordinates - The geographical coordinates of th@luks ( Bagepalli, Chikkaballapur,
IS not mentioned in the PDD, taluks are mentioned in the revise@hintamani, Gudibanda and Sidlaghatta
clarify PDD. ) involved in the CDM project ar
- The map of the state, district apgientioned in the revised PDD versipn
> Location Map and identifying taluk has been provided in th&2-
the state and district of the revised PDD. The location of the project activity with
project activity have not been map is clearly mentioned in the section
provided. A.4.1.4 of the revised PDD version 02.
CL is closed.
CL 2__ o 1AS51 - The assumption and supporting da#sl the supporting documents for the
Clarification is requested on the assumptions has been provided in the revisedalculations have been furnished and
and supporting data to justify that the project PDD, which shows that the projectound acceptable. The total thermal
activity is below 45MW thermal and hence) is activity is below 45 MW thermadlcapacity of 18000 biogas plants works
a small scale activity under methodology | C and hence is a small scale project| out to be 33 MW thermal which is

version 13.

- Itis based on the following equatic

below 45 MW thermal to fit in as ja

(Nijaguna, 20—2 - Biogassmall scale project as per AMS IC. This
Technology) was verified from the Biogas
E= AV technology book by B T Nijaguna and
~ 1Mo Vs below website-
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2
http://www.snm.nl/pdf/0500_2.1 devel
opment_of sectoral_cdm_project_back
ground_paper.pdf
CL is closed.
CL3 B.1.2 DNV verified from the Forest Survey

The following applicability conditions of the

AMS I-E Versionl methodology need mg
substantiation:

Use of non Renewable biomass since 1989.

Whether there are any similar registe
project in this region and how the propos
project activity is not saving the ng
renewable biomass accounted by
registered activity.

re

)

red
sed
n

the

- the use of non-renewable biomg
since 1989 has been shown in
revised PDD. This is based on
survey done by Forest Survey
India (FSI), Govt. of India, fo
Kolar district during 1987, whic

shows that since then non-renewable

has been in use in the project ares

- There is a CDM project “Bagepa
biogas CDM Project - 0121
implemented in the same taluks
the project activity. But the village
are entirely different from those
the registered CDM project. A i
of villages in which the registere
project is operational and that
which  the project will be
implemented is provided for yol
reference.

Df
dgdia report, Govt of India that ngn
tHenewable biomass have been used in
héhe Kolar district from 1987. This is
cdddressed in the revised PDD versjon
- 02.

N

.

During validation site visit, the villages
!,‘vvere randomly selected and visited for
proper check for biogas plant
Qhstallation and baseline. It was verified
Sy DNV that there were no biogas
prlants installed in the selected villages
sland they were all different from the
_Qegistered CDM project villages. This
Wvas also verified from the list provided
for the present project and the registered
IICDM project. DNV confirmed that,
both the list of villages were different.

CL is closed.
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2
CL4 B.2.3 The baseline selected is kerosene| RbV verified from the third party study
The PDD mentions the use of only kerosengs » 4 next to biomass, it is the most dominasbnducted by Ramachandra et al, 2005
in the projected baseline. It has to be clearly fuel used in the project area. LPG is ntitat the usage of the LPG is very
justified as to why LPG is totally excluded used much in the project area. Thig mminimum in the 5 taluks where the
justified by the third party studyCDM project is considered. Also, the
conducted by Ramachandra et al, 200hisage of LPG is not affordable by the
Reference No. 4 in the PDD. poor families where the CDM project|is
considered.
CL is closed
CL5 B.2.5
It has to be justified that the monitoring of This has been revised. There would|ée PDD version 02 is corrected |to
2.5% of the digester plants as mentioned in 100% monitoring of the biogas plantsonitor complete 18000 biogas plants
the PDD is representative as required by|the for its construction and operatigrnvolved in the project activity during
methodology. through out the crediting period. the crediting period.
CL s closed
CL6 B.3.1 The additionality section has beeBased on the CL 6 raised, the PP has
The DSCR is computed to be 2.42 in thg3.2 revised. The DSCR, included earlierevised the investment analysis
PDD. However, all the assumptions ang g 3 was deleted as it is not pertinent to th@discussions due to lack of documents as
supporting documents to be furnished [for project activity. The project activityper the EB 41 annex 45 guidelings.
validation. The investment analysis has to be will be implemented only with theHence, the additionality arguments were
inline with the latest EB guidelines. forward sale of CERs. revised in the version 02 of the PDD.
The additionality arguments for investment The investment and other barriers ha¥he additionality argument is revised
barriers are generic and not backed up With been elaborated in the revised PDD. | from investment analysis to investment
appropriate documented references. barrier, barrier due to prevailing
It is mentioned that, biogas is most expensive practice and other barriers in revised
option but eliminates all NRB consumption
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist

guestion in

table 2
and kerosene usage compared to the baseline PDD.

scenario. Justify how biogas is an expensive

option with supporting documents.

CL 6 Continued
Clarification is
documents for the
Technological barrier and other barrier.

requested on Supporting
prevailing practice

Supporting documents have beebNV confirmed from the documents
furnished for prevailing practice angrovided that, prevailing practice in the
other barrier. project region is the Use of kerosene
available at subsidized rate and fuel
wood which is free of cost. Also, it was
confirmed that the basic 3 rock stove
does not require any skill compared|to
the biogas units which requires periodic
maintenance and operational skills.

CL is closed.

CL7
The starting date has to be demonstrated
supporting documents.

The CDM consideration documents to
provided for validation as per the guidelin
on CDM consideration of EB 41.

Confirmation from DNA or UNFCCC has t
be provided.

B.3.4
with

be
es

- The project can be implemented onlyhe construction of the biogas plants
after the registration of the project andill start post registration as CD
forward CER funding is provided toproject. There is no proof available for
implement the project. The likely starstart date as the project will be
date of construction of the biogas uniisnplemented only after registration.
have been taken as the start date ofj thge board note dated 03March 2008 in
project activity. original was verified by DNV and it i

- The PDD was web-hosted before thd#early mentioned that the project to |pe
start date of the project activity. constructed under CDM benefits.

All the details of the project wereThe notification letter dated 14 July
provided to the DNA before the starR0O08 from the MOEF of India far
date for Host Country Approval. Theneeting on CDM project was verified
meeting for Host Country Approval wavy DNV.
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2
attended by the PP in July, before the
start date of the project activity. A
notification to attend the meeting |(is
provided for reference.
CL s closed
CL8 Based on the CL 8, The Project
In the excel sheet provided it is not clear thgts 1 - The calculations have been revigggtoponent has revised the CER

the survey was third party or the PP
conducted. All the surveys conducted by th

party to be furnished in the form of report {o
verifications (Quantity of biomass that |i

substituted and family level kerose
consumption per year)Also, provide the

55 2
5.3

ne

proof /references for all parameters used in

the calculations

The FNRB is considered as 100 % in the
calculations sheet, justify with supporti
documents.

ER

based on the Third Party Survey fatalculations with sufficient data for

kerosene and biomass use. The rev
calculations have been included in f{
revised PDD.

the therm
computed 3

- The calculation for
capacity has been
included in Section B.2

Fraction of non renewable biomass |
been revised to 80% in the calculation

ge&ferences and third party surv
Heports. DNV verified
reports, CER calculations and fou

afhe revised PDD.

m3 based on the Biogas technology,
T Nijaguna, New age internation
publishers, 2002) in the revised PL
version 02.

The PP has calculated NRB based
13%%e data available for the project regi
Snd computed the FNRB to be 91
However, for conservativeness {
FNRB of 80 % is used in t

fo
the

“Geospatial
developmental

technology
planning”. Both

the survey

ey
nd

acceptable. This has been addressed in

\ndhe assumption is revised to 22.1 NJ/

B
al
D

on
on
Do.
he
e

calculations which was evidenced from
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
question in
table 2
FNRB values have been discussed and
presented in the revised PDD.
CL is closed.
CL9 B.8.2 The monitored data will be storett is addressed that the monitored data
It is not clear in the PDD that, How the during and 2 years after the creditingill be archived for two years after the
monitored data will be stored during or after period electronically and on paper. crediting period.
the crediting period. CL is closed
CL 10 B.10.1 - the displacement of non-renewabl€he displacement of non renewable
As required by the methodology, the biomass is through annual stratifiediomass will be monitored by survey
monitoring plan lacks details related to the sample conducted in the project area.| method annually. This has begn
following: addressed for the leakage in the revised
Monitoring to confirm the displacement pf PDD.
non renewable biomass and details of how|the CL is closed.
quantity of non renewable biomass will pe
monitored.
CL11 B.11.1 - Daily monitoring of the usage ofit is mentioned in the revised PDD
Clarifications required on the usage of thg 11.3 biogas units will be done at the villageersion 02 that, everyday all the biogas
conventional fuels incase of non performance level. The days biogas units aranits will be monitored at village level
of biogas plant. dysfunctional, will be treated as usagend the days the biogas unit is not
of conventional fuels and accordinglyunctional it will be considered as the
CERs will be reduced. The revised PDDsage of the conventional fuels. Based
has this clarification addressed. on the annual monitored values the CER

will be deducted for that particuld
period.

CL is closed.
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APPENDIX B

CERTIFICATES OF COMPETENCE



CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Nikesh Ravandur Satish

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticsscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: ‘ Yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer

Landfill gas

Hydro power

Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Renewables Wind power

Other renewable

Biomass

Grid connection of isolated system

Cement

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery

Efficiency of thermal power plants

Coal mine methane

Fuel switch

Manure management

Waste / wastewater treatment

Energy efficiency

N.O

HFCs

Flare reduction

PFCs

Charcoal

CO; recovery

Transport

Non-renewable biomass

Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Havik, 9 January 2009

Miohae! (thne- -

Michael Lehmann

Technical Director, Climate Change Services
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Kumaraswamy Chandrashekara

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticisccheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-

i1
GHG Auditor: \ yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer
Landfill gas Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Hydro power Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Grid connection of isolated system| Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Cement Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery | Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Efficiency of thermal power plants | Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Coal mine methane Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Fuel switch Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Manure management Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
N,O Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
HFCs Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Flare reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
PFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Charcoal Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
CO; recovery Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Transport Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Non-renewable biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Biofuel Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Pipeline leakage reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Sk Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Technical Director, Climate Change Services

Havik, 9 January 2009

Hichae!

(e

Michael Lehmann



CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Raman Venkata Kakaraparthi

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticsscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: ‘ Yes

Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer

Landfill gas Jan 2009

Hydro power Jan 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable

Biomass Jan 2009

Grid connection of isolated system

Cement

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery | Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Efficiency of thermal power plants Jan 2009

Coal mine methane

Fuel switch Jan 2009

Manure management

Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009

Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009

N.O

HFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Flare reduction

PFCs

Charcoal

CO; recovery Jan 2009

Transport

Non-renewable biomass

Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Havik, 9 January 2009

Nichau! — (hne- -

Michael Lehmann
Technical Director, Climate Change Services
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Ramesh Ramachandran

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticsscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: ‘ Yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer

Landfill gas Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Hydro power Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Renewables Wind power Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Grid connection of isolated system| Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Cement Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery | Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Efficiency of thermal power plants | Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Coal mine methane Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Fuel switch Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Manure management Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Energy efficiency Jan 2009  Jan 2009
N,O Jan 2009 Jan 2009
HFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Flare reduction Jan 2009 Jan 2009
PFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Charcoal Jan 2009 Jan 2009
CO; recovery Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Transport Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Non-renewable biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Biofuel Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Pipeline leakage reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Sk Jan 2009  Jan 2009

Havik, 9 January 2009

Nichau! — (hne- -

Michael Lehmann
Technical Director, Climate Change Services



